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this checklist item a BOC must demonstrate that it adheres to applicable industry numbering
administration guidelines and FCC rules.*

.

3 Analvsis

397. Nevada Bell satisfies the requirements of Checklist ltem 9 by providing non-
discriminatory access to telephone numbers during the time Nevada Bell was still the Central
Office ("OC") Code Administrator (*"Code Administrator™). On April 22, 1998, the code
administrator functions were completely transferred from Nevada Bell to an independent third-
party code admunistrator. Since that date, Nevada Bell has not perfomied any functions with
regards 10 number administration or assignment, but supported and adhered to applicable number
administration rules. regulations and guidelines.*”*

398.  When Nevada Bell served as CO Code Administrator in its region, Nevada Bell
satisfied the requirements of Section 271(c)2)}{B)(ix} by following number administration

® pursuant to those industry-

guidelines published by the Industry Numbering Committee.*
standard procedures, Nevada Bell assigned 44 NXX central office codes representing 440,000
telephone numbers to 4 local service competitors in Nevada.”*" Nevada Bell utilized identical
standards and procedures for processing all number requests. regardless of the requesting party,
and charged no fees for activating CO codes. Nevada Bell did not turn down any valid requests
for NXX code assignments, other than in the course ol implenienting jeopardy plans for number

conservation that had been developed with interested industry participants.**’

399, On April 22, 1998,in accordance with applicable FCC orders, Lockheed Martin

assumed Code .Administration responsibilities for Nevada, and NeuSTAR subsequently assumed

205

See SBC_Texas Order ] 360): see also Numberine Reseource Qpuimization, Report and Order and Further
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 15 FCC Red 7374 (2000); Numbering Resource Optimizanon, Second Report and
Order. Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No 99-200 and Second Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in
CC Docker No. 99-200. CC Docket Nos. 96-98; 99-200, 9 306 (2000).

o See gencrally Fxhibit 28, Prefiled Direct Testimony of Jeffiey A. Mondon (“"Mondon Direct™).

See Id.. Mondon Dirccl 4% 10-13.

See id., Mondon Direct 4 13.

See id., Mondon Direct 94 1?2-11.
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those responsibilities from Lockheed Martin on November 17, 1999.**® Nevada Bell has had no
responsibility for number administration since the completion of this transition of numbering
authority. Although Nevada Bell no longer performs any functions with regard to number
administration or assignment. Nevada Bell (as a service provider) has complied with numbering
869

administration rules, regulations and industry guidelines.

4, Issues Raised bv Staff. BCP and Competitive Providers

400.  Nevada Bell clearly satisfies the requirements of Checklist Item 9. Indeed, no
parties raised any issues regarding this checklist item, or alleged that Nevada Bell has failed to
satisfy such requirements.*™ In addition, Staff recommends that the Commission find that that
Nevada Bell has demonstrated full compliance with these requirements of Checklist Item 9.%"'
The Commission agrees with Staff and believes that Nevada Bell has demonstrated that it fully
complies with the requirements of this chccklist item.

J. Checklist Item 10 — Databases and Associated Signaling

] Overview

401, Nevada Bell satisfies the requirements of Checklist Item 10by providing CLECs
with the same access as Nevada Bell has to databases and associated signaling, thereby allowing
calls to or from CLEC customers to be set up just as quickly and routed just as efficiently as calls
to, or from, Nevada Bell customers.”*?

2. Standard

402.  Section 271{c)(2)(B){x) requires a BOC to provide “nondiscriminatory access to
databases and associated signaling necessary for call routing and completion.”™* In the Second

BeilSouth Louisiana Order, the FCC required BellSouth to demonstrate that it provided

o See id. Mondon Direet § 18: see also Order. In the matter of Request of Lockheed Martin Corporation and

Warbure. Pincus & Co. for Review of the Transfer of the Lockheed Martin Communications Industry Services
Business. CC Docker No 092-237, FCC 99-346 (rel. Nov 17. 1999).

Ko See Exhibit 28. Mondon Direct ¥ 18

Ao Sce Transcript of Proceeding, Vol. 3at422-24

See Exhibit 80. Yaple Direct at 3.

See Exiubit 5, Decre Direct 49 170-185.

ATUSCA § 271 2NBYx)
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requesting carriers with nondiscriminatory access to: *(1) signaling networks. including
signaling links and signaling transfer points; (2) certain call-related databases necessary for call
routing and completion, or in the alternative, a means of physical access to the signaling transfer
point linked to the unbundled database; and (3) Service Management Systems("SI\iS”)."874 The
FCC also required BellSouth to design. create, test. and deploy Advanced Intelligent Network
(“AIN") based services at the SMS through a Service Creation Environment (“SCE™).*"* In the

Local Competition Order, the FCC defined call-related databases as databases, other than

operations support systems, that are used in signaling networks for billing and collection or the
transmission, routing, or other provision of telecommunications service.*’® At that time the FCC
required incumbent [_LECs to provide unbundled access to their call-related databases, including
hut not limited to: the Line Information Database (“LIDB”), the Toll Free Calling database, the

Local Number Portability (“LNP”) database, and AIN databases.*’” In the UNE Reniand Order.

the FCC clarified that the definition of call-related databases “includes, but is not limited to, the
calling name ("CNAM™) database, as well asthc 911 and E911 databases.”**

3. Analvsis

403. Section 271(c)(2}B)x) requires a BOC to provide “nondiscriminatory access to
databases and associated signaling necessary for call routing and completion.””” To satisfy this
checklist item, the FCC has required a BOC to demonstrate that it provides requesting carriers
with nondiscriminatory access to: “(1) signaling networks, including signaling links and
signaling transfer points; (2) certain call-related databases necessary for call routing and
completion, or in the alternative, a means ofphysical access to the signaling transfer point linked
to the unbundled database; and (3) SMS.™™ The cvidence of record demonstrates that Nevada

Bell affords nondiscriminatory access to these components of its network.

Sccond BellSouth Louisiana Order ® 267,

Id. 9 272

Local Competition Order §484. n 1126: UNE Remand Order 4 403.

’ local Competition Order 1% 484-86.

. USE Rcrnand Order € 403.

o 47 US.C.A. § 271(c)2)B)(x).

= See SBC Texas Order § 362: sec also Second BellSouth Louisiana Older 4| 267

[
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404, Signaling Networks (including signaling links arid signaling transfer points).
Nevada Bell’s signaling network enables a CLEC to send signals between its switches (including
unbundled switching elements), between the CLEC s switches and Nevada Bell's witches, and
between the CLEC’s switches and those third party networks with which the Nevada Bell’s

' Nevada Bell’s network employs SS7 signaling technology. ™

signaling network is connected.™
The SS7 network consists generally of the Signal Transfer Point (“STP”) (which provides
signaling distribution for the network), tlie Service Switching Point (“SSP”) (which processes
SS7 signals), and the signaling links (which connect STPs to SSPs and STPs to other STPs).™*
Ncvada Bell provides unbundled access to its STP and signaling links.**' A CLEC that
purchases unbundled local switching from Nevada Bell, as part of the switching functionality.
receives access to the signaling network in the same manner as Nevada Bell.® CLECs can use
this unbundled access to furnish SS7-based services for their own end-user customers’ calls or
tlic calls of end-user customers of other carriers.”

405.  Staff conducted its own review of the accessibility of Nevada Bell’s switching
nctwork, which included the issuance of a request to CLECs to provide any allegations of any
discriminatory treatment with respect to switching network.*’ Stafls review did not uncover
any evidence to controvert Nevada Bell’s showing. Staff recommended the Commission find

that Nevada Bell has satisfied this aspect of Checklist Item 10.%%

406, Call-related Databases arid Service Management Systems. Nevada Bell’s call-
related databases are those databases, other than OSS, that ar¢ used in signaling networks for
billing and collection or the transmission, routing, or other provision of telecommunications

service.™ These databases include tlic LIDB. the Toll Free Calling Database, and where

o See Second BeilSouth Louisiana Order, % 269: see Exhibit 3, Deere Direct ¥ 174
- See Cxhibit 3, Deere Direct 4 174.

e See id.. Deerc Direct ¥ 173,

"™ seeid. Deere Direct 174

KN

See id.. Derre Directy 176.
See id.. Deerc Direct 9 174.
Exhibit 80. Yaple Direct at 3-3
e Exhibit 152. Owsuka Direct at X.
e UNE Remand Order 9 403
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deployed, the AIN database.”™" In the UNE Remand Order, the FCC clarified that the definition
of call-related databases includes the CNAM database.”"** The SMSs are used to create, modify,
and update information in the call-related databases.*”* Nevada Bell ensures that CLECs have
nondiscriminatory access to each of tlie call-related databases. and associated SMS, used by
Nevada Bell. This includes the LIDB, the CNAM datahase, and the Toll Free Calling Database.
and their respective SMSs.

407. LIDB. The LIDB is used to store the line and billing records generated by a
LEC’s end-users."” Among other things, this information enables a LEC to validate its end
users’ requests for collect, calling card, or third number billing.** Nevada Bell stores such
information on the Pacific Bell LIDB."™"* CLECs may store and access their end-users'
information in Pacific Bell's LIDB on the same basis as Nevada Bell through the Appendix
LIDB of the GIA.¥® CLECs providing resold services receive the same access from Pacific Bell
as Nevada Bell receives.*”’ Facilities-based CLECs can either receive the same access as
Nevada Bell as part of the switching functionality, or by intcrconnecting with either Nevada
Bell’s or Pacific Bell's SS7 network.*® To create, update and modify its LIDB records, Nevada
Bell accesses a Pacific Bell SMS called Operator Services Marketing Processor (“OSMOP™)
through two electronic interfaces.””” Nevada Bell creates, updates and modifies the LIDB
records of CLECs providing resold services. Pacific Bell provides facilities-based CLECs with
access to the same interfaces used by Nevada Bell, so that such CLECs may create, update and

modify their own LIDB records.””

K0 Local Competition Order 44| 484-86
! UNE Remand Order ¥ 403.
e See 47 C.I.R. § 31.319(e)3): see also Exhibit 5. Deere Direct 44 182-92

LR

Exhibit 39. Rosers Direct 62

) Sce id. Rogers Direct 1 62

i See id.. Rovers Direct ¥ 62.

o See id.. Rouers Direct 4 62: see also Exhibit 4, Hopfinger Direct at Attachment A (Appendix LIDB of the
CrlA).

<>-

Wod

See id.. Rovers Direct (166.

See id, Rovers Direct ¥ 64: see also Exhibit 5, Deere Direct 4% 174-81

These mterfaces are the Service Order Interface and the Interactive Interface. See Exhibit 39. Rogers
Dhrect 4 69.

o See Exhibit 39, Rogers Direct 4 71-74
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408. CNAM. The CNAM database houses the information LECs use to provide their

end users with Caller ID services.”' Specifically, this information enables a LECs’ end user to

view the calling party's name and telephone number before answering a call."" Nevada Bell

03

stores and accesses such information on the Pacific Bell LIDB,™ which CLECs may access on

the same bhasis as Nevada Bell."" Nevada Bell enables CLECs to administer their CNAM data

905

in the same manner as Nevada Bell.” CLECs providing services through resale or over UNE-P

906

have their data maintained by Pacific Bell in a manner identical to Nevada Bell.™ Facilities-

based CLECs providing service through their own switch have access to the same two electronic

interfaces that Pacific Bell uses to access OSMOP.™’

409. Toll Free Calling Database. The Toll Free Calling Database provides the carrier
identification function required to determine the appropriate routing of an 800 number based on
the geographic origination of the call.”® Access to the Toll Free Calling Database allows CLECs
to access Nevada Bell's 800 database for the purpose of switch query and database response.”
Nevada Bell's 800 database is updated by the national SMS database.""" The customer records
contained in the national SMS database arc created and modified by entities known as
Responsible Organizations {“RespOrgs™), which are authorized under Nevada Bell's FCC tariffs

911

to obtain access 1o the national SMS.”" All of the features of the Toll Free Calling Database and

the 800 database arc availablc to a CLEC and its customers pursuant to Appendix 800 of the

912

GIA.

i See id. Rogers Durect ¥ 66.

See Exhibi 39, Rogers Direct ¥ 66.

See id.. Rovers Direct ¥ 62.

4 Nevada [e]) offersaccess to LIDB through the Appendix LIDB of the GIA. See Exhibit 39 (Rogers
Alfidavity, at 28, % 62

. See id.. Rogers Direct % 62.

””i' See id. Rovers Direct 9 67.

" See id.

e See Lxhibit 5. Deere Direct § 186

. See id . Deere Direct 7 185

Sce id.. Deere Direct 4 183

Seg id . Deere Dhrect ¥ 183 Nevada Bell does not provide RespOrg services. Id,

912 See Fxhibit 4, Hopfinger Direct at CLH Attachment A98-A 107 ( GIA Appendix 800).

G2

Gl

RN



Docket No. §0-7031 Page 186

410. AIN. Nevada Bell does not offer AIN services to its customers, and thus does not
yet provide CLECs with access to any AIN-related databases. When Nevada Bell does begin
offering AIN services to its customers it will also offer these services to CLECs on a
nondiscriminatory basis.””

4. Issues raised by Stafi. BCP or Competitive Providers

411, No parties raised any concerns with respect to the signaling system aspects of

" WorldCom, however, raised a concern

Nevada Bell’s compliance with Checklist Item 10.
with respect to the manner in which Nevada Bell allows access to one of its call-related

databases. Specifically, WorldCom argued that in addition to providing per query access to the
CNAM dalabasc, Nevada Bell must provide WorldCom with “CNAM listings in bulk to use m

»wOls

[WorldCom’s] own databases. WorldCom contended it is “discriminatory” of Nevada Bell

to provide access on a query-by-query basis rather than on a hulk basis.” "’
412. Inresponse, Nevada Bell pointed out that the CNAM database is designed to
detiver calling name and telephone number information on a “query-by-query basis™ as part of

the Caller 1D service.”’

The FCC has made clear that the type of unbundled access that Nevada
Bell provides at the STP and signaling links is all that is required.”” The access that Nevada
Bell provides to CLECs is the very same access that SWBT provided CLECs in Texas at the
time the FCC approved SWBT’s Texas 271 application.””” Moreover, in providing CNAM

access to CLEC end office switches on a query-by query basis, Nevada Bell is providing access

See Exhihit 5. Deere Direct ¥, 194.
" See Exhibit 80, Yaple Direct or 5: see also Exhibit 5. Deere Direct ) 194,
;i; See Exhibit 14, Munoz Direct at 32.

See id.. Mungz Direct at 34.
o See Exhibit 38, Vandagriff Rebuital at 6.
ar UNE Remand Order € 310 ([ W]e require incumbent LLECs to provide nondiscrimunatory access to their
call-related databases including. bul. nor limited In.the CNAM Database. . . by means of physical access at the
signaling transfer point linked to the unbundled databases.™): ¢f.. Memorandum Opinion and Ordci, In the Marrer of
Petition of WorldCom, Inc. Pursuant to Section 252{e)(5) of the Communications Act for Preemption of the
Jurisdiction of the Virginia Srare Corperation Commission Regarding Interconnection Disputes with Veriron
Virginia Inc., and for Expedited Arbitration, DA 02-173 1 &, 524-27 (rel July 17. 2002) (rejecting argument that
£4.EC is entitled to download or otherwise obtain a copy of [LEC s CNAM database).

Exhibit 38. Vandageriff Reburtat at 8.
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in the identical manner in which Nevada Bell accesses such information.””” Clearly, wherc the

factsshow identical treatment. there can be no basis for WorldCom’s claim of discrimination.

413.  No other parties raised any issues regarding this checklist item, or alleged that
Nevada Bell has failed to satis{y such requirements.*”” Staff requested that CLECs provide any
information indicating that Nevada Bell has not satisfied any of the requirements of Checklist
Item 10.”** Having concluded its own independent evaluation.” and having received no
contrary infomiation from CLECs in response to its request, Staff recommended that the
Commuission find that Nevada Bell has denionstratcd full compliance with these requirements of
Checklist Item 10."** The Commission believes that Nevada Bell has demonstrated that it
complies with the requirements of this checklist item.

K. Checklist Item 11 --Number Portability

l Overview

414. Nevada Bell satisfies the requirements of Checklist Item L1 by having fulfilled all
of its obligations in the deployment of interim number portability (“INP”) and long-term LNP in
Cull compliance with the Act and applicable FCC regulations.”” Number portability enables
customers of facilities-based CLECS to retain their existing telephone number even after they no
longer subscribe to Nevada Bell’s service.”” In implementing LNP in Nevada, Nevada Bell
adlicred 1o the FCC’s technical, operational, architectural, and administrative requirements,o27

and has consistently provisioned LNP in accordance with the Commission’s established

a0 1d., Vandauritf Rebuttal at 6-7.
o See ‘Transcriptof‘Proceeding, Vol 3. at 422-24,
See Exhibit 80. Yaple Dirgcr at 2.
See id , Yaple Dircer at 8
Exhibit 152, Phase 11-B Otsuka Direct at 3.
47 U.S C.A. § 271{c) 2)(B)x1}
1d. at § 153(20) (defining number portability as “the abilitv of users of telecommunicattons services to
retain. at the same location, existing telecommunications numbers without impairment of quality. reliability, or
convenience when switching from one telecommunications carrier to another ™y,
Exhibit 111, Mondon Rebuual ai 3.
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"% Nevada Bell has also complied with the FCC’s requirements for

performance criteria.
establishing a competitively neutral LNP cost-recovery mechanism.”””

Z Standard

415.  Section 271{c)(2)(B) requires a BOC to comply with the number portability
regulations adopted by the FCC pursuant to section 251.”*" Section 251(b)(2) requires all LECs
“to provide. to the extent technically feasible, number portability in accordance with
requirements prescribed by the [FCC].”"*' The Act defines number portability as “the ability of
users of telecommuriications Services to retain, at the same location. existing telecommunications
numbers without impairment of quality, reliability, or convenience when switching from one
telecommunications carrier to another.™** Section 25 1(e)(2) requires that “[t]he cost of
establishing telecommunications numbering administration arrangements and number portability
shall be borne by all telecommunications carriers on a compctitively neutral basis as determined
by the [FCC].™™ Pursuant to these statutory provisions, the FCC requires LECs to offer INP “to
the extent technically feasible.”””* The FCC also requires LECs to gradually replace INP with
permanent nuniber portability.”” The FCC has established guidelines for states to follow in

936

mandating a competitively neutral cost-recovery mechanism for INP,”™ and created a

competitively neural cost-recovery mcchanisni for long-term LNP.%

o Exhibit 144. lohnson Supplemental Rebutral at 33-34.

e 47 C.F K. § 52.33. See also Third Reporr and Order. Telephope Number Portability, FCC 98-82 CC
Docker 95-1 16(rLl \.’lay 12, 1998) ("Third Report and Order”)
0 47 US CA.§ 2712 B)x1).
" Id.at § ?51(13)(2)
o 1. at § 153(30).
1 1d. at § 73](e)(7) see also Second BellSouth Louisiana Order§ 274; In the Matter of Telephone Number
Portability, Fourth Memorandum Opinion and Order on Reconsideration, CC Docket No. 95-116 4% 1,6-9 (rel. Jun.
23. 1999} (Fourch Nunber Portabilicy-Order).

Fourth Number Portability Order 319 10; In re Tclephone Number Portability. First Report and Order and
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, ®% 110-116 (19967 (First Number Portability Order); see also 47 U.S.C.
% 251(b)(2).
. See 47 € F.R. § 52.27: Second BellSouth Louisiana Order §| 273: First Number Portability Qrder 4.3 & 91:
Third Number POrlde]lW Order 44 12-16.
o Sec 47 C.FR. § 52.29; Second BellSouth Louisiana Order § 275.

‘ Sec 47 CF.R §§52.32,52.33; Second BellSouth LOU|S|ana Order q 275.
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416.  Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xi) requires a BOC’s "full compliance” with the number
portability regulations adopted by the FCC pursuant to section 251.7*% Section 251(b)(2) requires
all LECs “to provide, to the extent technically feasible, number portability in accordance with

"7 Section 251(c)(2) requires that *[tJhe cost of

requirements prescribed by the [FCC].
establishing telecommunications numbering adminisiration arrangements and number portability
shall be borne by all telecommunicatiens carriers on a competitively neutral basis as determined
by the Commission.™"*"

3. Anal vsis

417. The FCC has concluded that in order to satisfy this checklist item a BOC must
denionstrate that it offers “interim number portability ‘to the extent technically feasible.”””*" The
FCC also requires a BOC to "gradually replace interim number portability with permanent
number portability.””* Finally, the FCC “has established guidelines for states to follow in
mandating a competitively neutral cost-recovery mechanism for INP, and created a competitively
neutral cost-recovery mechanism for long-term LNP_"**

418.  LNP Implementation In Nevada. INP allows the porting of telephone numbers
through remote call forwarding, direct inward dialing trunk, or other comparable arrangements,
with as little impairment of functioning, quality, reliability, and convenience as possible. "
Nevada Bell developed INP as a temporary means ol enabling customers of facilities-based
CLECs to retain their phone number when they transitioned lo a new local service provider,
pending implementation of LNP.**

419.  In 1996. the FCC established a phased deployment schedule for LNP in the 100

941

largest Metropolitan Statistical Areas (*“MSAs™). ™" The FCC’s niandatory LNP deployment for

us 47 US.CAL§ 271(e) 2)(B)xi),

o3 1d, at § 251(h)(2).
i 1d, a1 § 251{e)(?)
! SBC Texas Order 4 370
v42
Id.
e Id.

Bdd

47 1.8 C.A8 271N 2)(B)(x).
See Exhibit 110, Mondon Direct al 17
See id.. Mondon Direct a1 4 9.

045
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Nevada only included the Las Vegas MSA, in which Nevada Bell serves the Pahrump, Indian
Springs, Sandy Valley, Beatty and Lathrop Wells, Duckwater, Round Mountain and Gabbs Nye
County rate centers.”” The central office serving the Pahrump exchange serves the other Las
Vegas MSA rates centers with remote switches. In accordance with the FCC's implementation
schedule, Nevada Bell deployed LNP in the Pahrump exchange on July 29, 1999 °*
Subsequently. Nevada Bell implemented LNP in all its central office switches in conformance
with the FCC’s regulations.”"* Nevada Bell has timely implemented LNP using the Location
Routing Number (""LRN"") method "preferred’* by the FCC.** Because LNP has now been
implemented in every Nevada Bell switch, Nevada Bell no longer offers new INP
arrangements.””' Nevada Bell offers facilities-based CLECs a one-day instructor-led workshop
1o explain the usc of reference materials and forms for ordering LNP from Nevada Bell."™™

420. Technical, Operational, Architectural, And Administrative Requirements. The
FCC has established certain technical. operational, architectural, and administrative requirements
for number portability, including: {i) Number Portability Administration Center (""NPAC"")
process flows;™™ (ii) Functional Requirements Specifications (“FRS™), and Interoperable
Interface Specifications (*11S™"); (iii) policy for rescrved and unassigned numbers; (iv) N-1
carrier call routing obligations and default routing;”™* (v) policy for treatment ofdisconnected

portcd numbers; and, (vi) change management process.OSS Nevada Bell is in compliance with

. . . .. . . AT
these technical, operational, architccturat, and administrative requirements. ‘

m See id.. Mondon Direct at't 10.

R See 1d.. Mondon Directat § 10.

See id.. Mondon Direct at' 17.

o Second Report and Order, Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116,4 9 (1997)

Ik Sec Exhibit 5. Deere Dircet 4 197

See Exhibit 4, Hopfinger Direct* 145,

The Numher Portability Adnunistration Center (*NPAC™) is the neutral third party administrator (currently
Lockheed Martin) of the Regional Service management Sysiem (“RSMS™), which 1s a shared data based containing
information on all ported humber is a particular geographic region. See Exhibit 110, Mondon Direct?]18.

o The “N™ carrier is the entity terrmunating the call to the end user. and the “N-17 carrier is the entity
}Jr;ginsfcrring the call to the N (ternunaung carrier). See Exhibit 110. Mondon Direct 19, fn. 5,

- See id.. Mondan Dhrect 9 19.

See id.. Mondon Direct ¥ 20.
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421. Nevada Bell has integrated the NPAC provisioning process flows into its ordering
and provisioning OSS modifications.”” Nevada Bell’s implementation of number portability is
also in compliance with the FRS and 1IS. and has developed processes to port customer-related

R
rcscned numbers.”™

As the “N-1 carrier,” Nevada Bell has designed its network to handle LNP
queries (and prearranged and anticipated default queries performed on behalf of other N-1
carriers).””” For disconnected ported numbers, Nevada Bell has integrated the process for
“snapback™ to the service provider listed in the Local Exchange Routing Guide (“LLERG™) for the

960

assigned NXX.™ Finally, through its SBC represenration, Nevada Bell continues to be an active

participant in the North American Numbering Council (“NANC”) by recommending, developing

and implementing new processes and procedures.””’

322. Provisioning Of LNP In Accordance With Established Performance Criteria. A
CLEC initiates a number portability request by submitting a Local Service Request (“LSR™) to
the Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell Regional LSC to port out telephone number(s) (“TN(s)").”""
CLECSs may order LNP, with or without an unbundled loop,”* through Nevada Bell’s LEX

*** The Pacific Bell/Nevada Bell Regional LSC processes and returns

interrace or EDI] Gateway.
a FOC within standard intervals established by the Commission.””” The CLEC must then
forward a Subscription Version (“SV™'} to NPAC; Nevada Bell creates its own NPAC SV, which

will concur with the CLEC s intent to port the TN(s).”" Next, the CLEC activates its NPAC SV

See 1d.
e See id.,
150 Sce id.
Q00 _S_g[; Q
' Seed. Mondon Direct € 20,
See id.. Mondon Direct 9 15.
o Nevada Bell uses an unconditional 10-digit trigeer feature for most LNP porting orders, eliminating the

need io coordinate Nevada Bell's disconnect translation with the new service provider’s switch translation and any
physical loop work that may be required. In the limited instances where the unconditional 10-digit trigger s not
available, Nevada Bl recommends 3 coordinated cutover See 1d,, Mondon Direct 4 21

oot See Discussion of Checklist Item 2 supra, (Huston/Lawson: Rigorous third-party testing and actual
operational experience have established these systems® ability ro support orderrng. maintenance and repair. and
hilling of LNP).

"o Sce Discussion of Checklist [tem 2 supra. (discussing assessing FOC return intervals).

e See Exhibit 110, Mondon Direct 4 15
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on the due date, and the NPAC then broadcasts the TN(s) and associated LNP routing

information to all providers’ Local Serviced Management Systems (“LAMS”).
423, Nevada Bell’s performance generally for LNP is outstanding.”* The quality of

i

Nevada Bell’snetwork provisioning activities is tracked in PM 10.”™° In the months June. July

and August 2001, Nevada Bell’s recorded perfect results for PM 10.°”° The quality of Nevada
Bell’s provisioning process related Lo facilities. including loops and the process used to convert
customer loops (PMs 15and 16).the quality of Nevada Bell’s provisioning process used to
covert loops using coordinated conversions (PM 9), and Nevada Bell’s maintenance timeliness
and quality for troubles associated with Nevada Bell’s network that impact ported services (PMs
19 through 23), are discussed in Section V(B){5)(c) supra.

424, Competitively Neutral LNP Cost-Recovery Mechanism. Section 251(e)(2)
requires that “[t]he cost of establishing telecommunications numbering administration
arrangements and number portability shall bc borne by all telecommunications carriers on a
competitively neutral basis as determined by the [FCC].”""" In September 1999, Nevada Bell
2

filed charges to comply with the applicable FCC cost classification orders.”’

4 Issues Raised Bv Staff, BCP, and Competitive Providers

425. No parties raised any concerns with respect to the implementation, technical or
cost recovery aspects of Nevada Bell’s compliance with Checklist Item 9.”™ Staff, however,
raised a concern with respect to Nevada Bell’s perforniance results for PM 10, which assesses
the quality of network provisioning activities for number portabitity orders. Specifically, as of
August, 2001, Staff concluded that based on the results for PM 10, Ncvada Bell had failed to
demonstrate compliance with this checklist item.””™ After reviewing more recent data, as of

September, 2001, Staff recognized that Nevada Bell only missed “0.03, indicating that Nevada

o See Exhibit 110, Mondon Direct 15.

ok See Exhibit 144. Johnson Supplemental Rebuttal ai 57.

Qi'q See Exhibit 140, Gleasan Johnson Joint Direct ¥ 84.
u:“ See Exhibit 144, Johnson Supplemental Rebutral, CSJ Attachment K. PM 10
o 37 US.C.A. § 251(e)2); see also Second BellSouth Louisiana Order 4 274,

:jz: See Exhibu [10. Mondon Direct ¥ 25.
':1 See, c.g., Exhibit E, Moots Direcr ai 4.
o Exhibit 152. Phase [1-B Otsuka Direct at 23-4.
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Bell missed about 3 LNP provisioning events out of about 10,600 occasions.””  Staff
concluded, in light of the near perfect performance in this area, that “Nevada Bell has
demonstrated that it provides Number Portability to CLECs in a nondiscriminatory manner.™™
426. In light of Nevada Bell’sevidence, and Staffs recommendation, the Commission
believes that Nevada Bell has demonstrated that it complies with the requirements of this

checklist item.

L. Checklist 1tem 12 - Local Dialing Parity

[ Overview

427. Nevada Bell satisfies the requirements of Checklist Item 12 by providing local
dialing parity to competing carriers.’"' Local dialing parity ensures that CLECS’ customers are
able to placc calls within a given local calling area by dialing the same number of digits as an
ILEC end user with no unreasonable dialing delays.”” Nevada Bell ensures that CLEC
customers can make local calls by dialing the same number ofdigits as Nevada Bell’s own
customers with no difference in dialing requirements or built-in deIays.m

2. Standard

428 Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xii) requires a BOC to provide “[nJondiscriminatory access

to such services or information as are necessary to allow the requesting carrier to implement

21980

local dialing parity in accordance with the requirements of section 251(b)(3). Section

251(b)3) imposes upon all LECs "[t]he duty to provide dialing parity to competing providers of

TS

Exhibit 153, Phase [1-B Owsuka Supplemental Direct at 6

- Exhibit 153. Phase 11.B Orsuka Supplemental Direct at 6.
97 & Exhibit 5. Deere Direct 220!

SBC Texas Order 4 374 see also Local Competinon Crder ) 4,

See Exhibit 5. Deere Direct 4 202

e Hascd on the FCC's view that section 25 1{b)(3) does not limit the duty io provide dialing parity to any
particular form of dialing parity (1.e., intemational. interstate, intrastate, or local). the FCC adopted rules in August
1996 to implement broad guidelines and nunrmum nationwide srandards for dialing parity. Local Competitton
Second Report and Order, 11 FCC Red at 19407; Interconnecuon Between Local Exchange Carriers and
Commeicial Mobile Radio Service Providers, CC Docket No. 95-185, Further Order On Reconsideration, FCC 99.

170 {rel. July 19. 1999

uiy
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telephone exchange service and telephone toll service. . .with no unreasonable dialing delays.”””
Section 153(15) of the Act defines “dialing parity” as follows:

[A] person that is not an affiliate of a local exchange carrier is able to
provide telecommunications services in such a manner that customers
have the ability to route automatically, without the use of any access code.
their telecommunications to the telecommunications services provider of
the customer’s designation . . .**

The rules implementing section 251(b)(3) provide that customers of competing carriers be able

to dial the same number ofdigits the BOC’s custoniers dial to complete a local telephone cait.”™”

Morcover, customers o f competing carriers must not otherwise s uffer i nferior quality service,

such as unreasonable dialing delays, compared to the BOC’s customers.”®

429, The FCC’s rules implementing section 251(b)(3} provide that customers of
competing carriers must be able to dial the same number of digits the BOC’s custoniers dial to
complete a local telephone call.”” Customers of competing carriers must not otherwise suffer
inferior quality service, such as unreasonable dialing dclays, compared to the BOC’s
customers.”*” In the FCC’s view, “local dialing parity will be achieved upon implementation of
087

the number portability and intcrconnection requirements of Section 251.

3. 4nalysis

430. Through the implementation of number portability and through its interconnection
arrangements, Nevada Bell has implemented the requirements of local dialing parity. First. as
discussed in Section V(K), Nevada Bell has fulfilled all its obligations in the deployment of
interim and long-temi number portability in full compliance with the Act and applicable FCC

regulations. Second, Nevada Bell’s interconnection agreements do not require any CLEC to use

47 U.S.C.A.E 251(b)(3).

1d § 1353(13).

oxz 47 CFR §8§51.205, 51.207.

See 47 C.F.R.§ 51.207(requiring same number of digits 1o he dialed).

47 CF.R.§§ 51.203, 51.207.

See 47 C.F.R & 31.207 (requiring same number of digits lo he dialed); Local Competition Order 4 9
Id. 9 e8.
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access codes or additional digits to complete calls to Nevada Bell customers.”™® Indeed, “[t]he
interconnection of Nevada Bell networks and the network of CLECs are seamless from a
PR (8]

customer perspective.

4. Issues raised by Staff. BCP or Competitive Providers

13i.  Staff fully evaluated Nevada Bell's affidavits regarding compliance with this

checklist item. and actively solicited comments or information from CLECs.”"

After conducting
its evaluation, Staff conlirmed that Nevada Bell had satisfied the requirements of Checklist ltem
12.””" The Commission believes that Nevada Bell has demonstrated that it complies with the
requirements of this checklist item.

M. Checklist 1tem 13 - Reciprocal Compensation
1 Qverview

432. Nevada Bl satisfies the requirements of Checklist Item 13 by having in place
reciprocal compensation arrangements in accordance with section 252(d)(2). Reciprocal
compensation applies in cases where two carriers collaborate to complete a local call — ensuring
that when a customer of Carrier A (incumbent or competitor) places a call to a customer of
Carrier B in the same local area, Carrier A pays Can-ier B for completing that local call. and vice
versa.””” Nevada Bell has entered into Commission-approved interconnection agreements that
contain rates. terms, and conditions for the mutual and reciprocal exchange of local

telecommunications traffic

/‘.‘t

YR8 See Exhibit 5. Deere Direct ¥ 202
R
see d.
Exbibit 81, Moors Direct at 1-2. 6. s¢¢ also Exhibn 20. Burdette Direct at 3
Fxhibit 130, Otsuka Direct at 9-10.
See Local Competition Order 9 1034,

Q90
a9l

g2
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3. Standard

433 Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xiii) requires that a BOC enter into “[r]eciprocal

compensation arrangements in accordance with the requirements of section 252(d)2).”"”* In
turn, pursuant to section 252(d}2)(A), “a State commission shall not consider the terms and
conditions for reciprocal compensation to bc just and reasonable unless (1) such terms and
conditions provide for thc mutual and reciprocal rccovcry by each carrier of costs associated with
the transport and termination on each carrier’s network facilities of calls that originate on the
network facilities of the other carrier; and (ii) such terms and conditions determine such costs on
99903

the basis ofa reasonable approxiination of the additional costs of terminating such calls.

3. Analysis

434, Consistent with the foregoing standards, Nevada Bell’s interconnection
agreements contain clearly defined arrangements for each party to compensate the other for
traffic exchanged between their networks.”” Nevada Bell has negotiated Commission-approved
provisions governing the mutual exchange of local traffic in its interconnection agreements.”
The rates Nevada Bell charges for the transport and termination of local traffic are based on the
costs of those functions as determined by the Commission.””” Cinder these arrangements,
between January 1907, and May, 2000, Nevada Bell received more than 16 million minutes of
traffic from CLECs’ customers, and CLECs rcccived more that 197 million minutes of traffic
OR

from Nevada Bell’s customers.’

4. Issues Raised by Staff, BCP or Competitive Providers

435. No parties raised any issues related to Nevada Bell reciprocal compensation
obligations under Section 252(b){(5). ATG did note that Nevada Bell had appealed an arbitration

order concerning “‘ccrtain issues related to Nevada Bell’s payment of reciprocal compensation to

47 L.S.CA § 271 2)(B)(xiii).

998 1d. § 252 (d)}{2)}(A).

”‘)‘ See Exhibit 4, Hopfinger Direct % 100 (citing thr GIA's appendix Reciprocal Compensation).
See id., Hopfinger Direct ¥ 101

" See id.. Hopfinger Direct § 102

o Exhibit 9, Bush Direct 9 9.
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ATG and Pac-West Communications™ for traffic terminated by Pac-West and ATG to Intemet

322999

Service Providers “ISPs. In response. Nevada Bell pointed out that during the perdency of

the appeal it was fully complying with the arbitration order. More importantly, however,
reciprocal compensation for ISP-bound traffic is #or governed by section 25](b)(5).”’”“
Accordingly, reciprocal compensation with respect to ISP-bound traffic is nor a checklist
Inerm. ol

436. Based on the testimony filed by Nevada Bell, BCP concluded that Nevada Bell

19 staff, having concluded its own

had demonstrated its compliance with Checklist Item 13.
"independent evaluation," and having received no contrary infomiation from CLECs in response
to its requests for information, also recommended that the Commission find that Nevada Bell has
demonstrated compliance with these requirements of this checklist item.'®” The Commission
belicves that Nevada Bell has denionstrated it complies with the requirements of Checklist Item

13,

P. Checklist Item 14: Resale products

1. Overview

337. Nevada Bell's resale offerings allow, competitive providers to enter the
Company's local exchange market without investment or delay. CLECs were reselling more
than 6,000 business and residential lines as of July, 1999. This fact confirms the viability of

Nevada Bell's resale offerings as an effective nicans of entering the local exchange marker.

DO

Exhibit 17 Thomas Direct ar 8. ThIS reference is to Order Adopting Revised Arhitratiun Decision. Inre
- 1 i of the Telecommunications

to establish an Interconnection Avregment with Nevada Bell. PUCN Docket Nos. 98-10015 & 99-1007 (1ss. April
12. 1999).(the “*Pac-West Arbitration Qrder”), 9 64 {rev'd on other arounds. Nevada Bell v Judv Sheldrew, et al.,
Case No. CV-N-9900492-HDM (RAM) (D. Nev ). appealed on other grounds. Nevada Bell v. Judy Sheldrew, et al..
1J.S. Court of Appeals Docket No. 01-13790 (9th Clr ).

e See Order pn Remand and Repaort and Order. Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the
Telecommunications Act ol 1996: Intercarrier Compensauon For {SP-Bound Traffic. CC Docket No. 96-98, F(C

OT-131 %20 (rel. April 27. 2001} (holding that “Congress intended 1o exempt cerlain enumerated categories of
service from section 251(b)(3} when the service provided to interexchange carriers Or information service
providers.")

ool See Bell Atlanuc New York 271 Order 4 377 (“Inter-carmier compensation for ISP hound traffic. however,
Is not governed hv section 231(b)(3), and. therefore. is not a checklist item.™),

. Exhibit 19, Friduss/Hempfline Direct at 57. See also Transcript of Proceedine. Vol. 9 at 1285-87.
Exhibit 80. Yaple Direct at 7-8: see also Exhibit 132 Otwsuka Direct at 9-10.

10013
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438. The Company makes available for resale the same services that it furnishes to its
own retail customers. CLECs may purchase those services at an appropriate discount rate
dererniined in compliance with the requirements of the Act. When competitive providers
purchase such services, Nevada Bell provisions the order in a nondiscriminatory manner.
Nevada Bell then maintains and repairs the service in a nondiscriminatory manner. Finally.
Ncvada Bell delivers accurate billing information in a timely manner, allowing competitive
prov iders to bill their end-users for resale products. The Company, in sum, satisfies the
requirements of Checklist Item 14.

a3, Standard

439. The Act contemplates different methods of competitive entry. For instance, the
Act allows a CLEC to cnter the local exchange market by installing its own facilities (e.g.,
switching equipment) and combining those facilities with unbundled network elements (e.c.. a
loop and transport) purchased froni the incumbent. The Act also allows a CLEC to enter an
incumbent’s local exchange market without investing in any telecommunications facilities. An
incumbent LEC. such as Nevada Bell, must allow other carriers to resell its retail offerings. The
FCC ussesses Whether a 271 applicant provides CLECs nondiscriminatory wholesale access to

the applicant’s retail offering under Checklisi tem 14.

440. Checklist Item 14 requires Nevada Bell to make “telccommunications services . . .

available for resale in accordance with the requirements of sections 251{c){4) and 252((1)(3)."'0“4

Nevada Bell must “offer for resale at wholesale rates any teleccommunications service that the
carrier provides at retail to subscribers who arc not telecommunications carriers.”'™” The
wholesale rate must be determined “on the basis of retail rates charged to subscribers for the
telccommunications service requested, excluding the porfion thereof attributable lo any
marketing. billing, collection, arid other costs that will be avoided by the local exchange

1000

carrier. The Company cannot imposc “unreasonable or discriminatory conditions or

ey

SBC Texas Order at 9 190,
1d. § 23 1(e)(4)(A).
id. § 252(d)(3).

[0S

1006
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limitations™ on service resold under section 251(c)(4)(A).""*" In accordance with sections

271X 2)B)y(ii) and 271(c)2)(B)(x1v), Nevada Bell must also demonstrate that it provides

nondiscriminatory access to OSS for the resale of its retail telecommunications services. joos

3. Analysis

a. Nevada Bell makes available retail services at wholesale rates

441, Nevada Bell complies with the requirements of Checklist Item 14. CLECs can

purchase at wholesale rates any scrvice that Nevada Bell provides at retail to subscribers who are

1009

not tclecommunication carriers. The Commission has established a generally applicable

wholesale discount rate of 18.05 percent.""" The discount rate applicable to OS and DA scrvice

1011

is 0. 15 percent. The Company’s generic interconnection offering, ~ and various interconnection

agreements approved by the Commission, including the CAT Communications
Agreement,'contain legally binding resale obligations. Under those agreements, CLECs can
sell a service to the same class ofcustomers as Nevada Bell.'"? ""CLECs [also] may resell
Nevada Bell's promotional offerings that are greater than 89 days in length at the promotional
0

rate less the avoided cost discount established by the [Commission].”'

b. Ncvada Bell provides nondiscriminatory access to ordering, provisioning, and
maintenance and repair functions

W Ordering and Provisioning of resale services

442,  Nevada Bell's performance data establish that the Company provisions, maintains

and repairs resold services for CLEC end-users in substantially the same time and manner as it

does for its own end-users.""" First, the data show that Nevada Bell provisions resale services in

T 1§ 251 By,

s Local Competition Order % 939; 47 C.F.R.% 31.613(b)

19 See Exhibit 4, Hopfinger Direct % 108 and |10.

i Id. § 132.

e Id, Attachment CLH-A.

e See Exhibit 69, Hopfinper Rebuital at 6.

o See Exhibit 4. Hopfinger Direct 111 & 113: i, Exhibit 4. Attachment CLH-A at 454 (GIA Appendix
Resale), ¥ 3.2,

1 Srrid.. Hopfinger Directat 4 112

As explained above. Nevada Bell’s electronic and manual pre-ordering and ordering interfaces satisfy the
requirements of Checklist Itern 7. CLECS can use those interfaces to obtain resale services. Between April and

[RIN
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a timely manner. Between June and August. 2001, installation intervals for residential POTS
orders just exceeded one day, were less than a day lor business POTS orders, and ranged from
one to three days for CENTREX services.'”'® During that same time frame, Nevada Bell placed
less than one percent of the CLECs' residential and business POTS orders in jeopardy."""" For
CENTREX ordcrs, the figure was less than two percent.""" Finally, Nevada Bell missed fewer
duc dates for the CLECs' end-users than it did for its retail customers.'*"”

443. Second, resalc products delivered to the CLECS' end-users are at least equal in
quality to the senice provided to Nevada Bell's retail customers. CLECs experienced trouble
within 30 days of provisioning on two percent or less of ali resale residential POTS orders
between June and August, 2001."" In fact, CLECs reported trouble on less than one percent of
the more than 1,460resale residential POTS orders provisioned by Nevada Bell between January

and August, 2001.'""' CLECs likewise reported trouble less frequently on newly provisioned

resold CENTKEX service every month between February and August, 2001.'"%

/ .‘"{

I

August 2001, Nevada Bell's electronically retumed FOCs or electronically received, received orders within the
benchmark. See lohnson Supplemental Rebuttal. GSJ Attachment K, Exhibit 144, PM 2, Submeasures 200100 and
200101. For those orders that were ¢lectronically received. but handled manually. the Company satisfied the
benchmark each month between April and June 2001, 1d. Exhibit 144, PM 2. Sub measure 202800. Finally for
manuzlly received resale orders. the Company satisfied the benchmark every month between April and August for
more than 3.582 residential POTS. business POTS and CENTREX orders. [d, PM 2. Submeasures 205300, 205301,
0400, 205401 and 205600,

1o Sec Exhibit 144, Johnson Supplemental Rebuttal at 57-58 Results for orders that required field work
satisfied the parity standard, while in July. the result for orders that did not require field work missed that statistical
parity test even though the absolute performance interval was niore than 100 minutes shorter for CLECs (.36 days)
than reail customers (.63 days). Id., Exhibit 144, PM 7. Submeasures 702600 and 702700,

1017 -
ld. at 37,

~

iy

118,

Bl

1024
I

o

1d. a1 38 n 149
~ See Exhibit 144, johnson Supplemental Rebuttal. GSJ Attachment K ,PM 16, Submeasure 1601800; see
also Exlubit 144, Johnson Supplemental Rebuual. CSJ Attachment H, PM 16, Suhmcasure 16()1800. During that

time. monthly volumes ranged from 117 to 278,

|

(2]

1022
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(2) Maintenance and Repair

444 Third, Nevada Bell performs maintenance and repair functions for CLECs on
resale products in a ttmely and nondiscriminatory manner. CLEC customers reported trouble on
less than one pereent of the resale residential POTS, business POTS, and CENTRE): products in
service. ™~ When CLEC customers reported trouble, Nevada Bell satisfied the PM 21 — Average
Time to Restore Trouble - parity submeasure each month between June and August, 2001 for all
resale products with one exception: resale CENTREX service in July, 2001.'%** In July, Nevada
Bell required | 1.73 hours to resolve one CENTREX trouble ticket, which caused the Company
lo miss the parity measure.'’>> Even so, Nevada Bell satisfied the PM 20 —Percent of Troubles
Resolved within the Estimated Time — parity standard in July.'*""  These results show that the
Regional OSS resolves troubles for resale services in a timely and nondiscriminatory manner;

¥ corroborated that showing.

Pacific Bell's performance data,'""" and the California Order,
445. Fourth, the Company provides maintenance and repair services for CLEC
customers that arc at least equal in quality to the maintcnance and repair services that it provides

to its retail customcrs. Between June and August, 2001. Nevada Bell missed only one of eight
subnicasures. failing to provide statistical parity service for resale residential POTS in June."""
Once again, the quantitative data establishes that the Company provides maintenance and repair
scrvices for resale products that is at least equal in quality to the maintenance and repair services
that Nevada Bell provides to its retail customers. Pacific Bell's performance data corroborate
that conclusion '™ After reviewing the final OSS test results, the CPUC reached the same

conclusion. finding that the test demonstrated that the Regional OSS provides CLECs sufficient

s See Exhibit 144, lohnson Supplemental Rebutial at 59 & 59 n 151

4 1d. ai 39 & 59 n. [32. Between January and August 2001. Nevada Bell resolved all but one ofthe
residential trouble tickets submined by CLECs within the esimate tune. Id. at 59 n. 132, During that samg period,
1‘hc{ Company also satisiied the applicable performance standard for CENTREX trouble tickets. Id,

o Id.

e See Exhibit 144, Johnson Supplememat Rebuttal, GSI Attachment K, PM 20, Submcasure 2093800.
= Sce id.. Johnson Supplemental Rebuttal ar 60 1. 155,

e California Order at 54 ("